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May 19, 2004

M_ F. And_w Pisz_n
BRAC En_ronment_ Coor_n_or

Base Re_ignment and Closu_
Marine Corps Air Station, E1Toro
7040 Trabuco Road

k_ne, CA 92618

RE: EPA commen_ on Dm_ _nN Sampfing and AnN_is Plan, Amendmem No. 1, Phase H
RemeNN Nvestigation IRP Sire. 1, Form_ Marine Corps Air S_tion E1 Toro, dated
M_ch, 2004

Dear Mr. Piszkin:

EPA has reviewed the above_eference workplan which addresses sampling at the
ephemerN pond at IRP site 1 to demrmine whether activities at the range may have adve_ely
impacmd the pond and therefore the Riverside fairy shrimp found in the pond. We have
consulmd with both US Fish and W_dlife Ser_ce as well as CA Fish and Game. Letm_ from

the other two agencies should contNn comments _milar to the mtached comments.

We look forward to NscusNng this at the May 26 meeting and hope that fieldwork may
commence sho_ly _emafle_ Please cN1 me if you Bave questions.

S_cer_

Nicole Mouto __

Pr_ect Manager
FederN FaN,ties Cleanup Branch

cc: ReNna Donohoe, CA Fish and Game
Judy Gibson, US Fish and WilNi_ Service
Sonce DeVries, EPA
Tayseer Mahmou_ DTSC
Marcia RudNp_, RAB Subcommittee ChNr
Bob WooNngs, RAB Co-ChNr
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

May 19,2004 

Mr. F. Andrew Piszkin 
BRAC Environmental Coordinator 
Base Realignment and Closure 
Marine Corps Air Station, EI Toro 
7040 Trabuco Road 
Irvine, CA 92618 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

M60050_003825 
MCAS EL TORO 
SSIC NO. 509O.3.A 

RE: EPA comments on Draft Final Sampling and Analysis Plan, Amendment No.1, Phase II 
Remedial Investigation IRP Site. 1, Former Marine Corps Air Station EI Toro, dated 
March,2004 

Dear Mr. Piszkin: 

EPA has reviewed the above-reference workplan which addresses sampling at the 
ephemeral pond at IRP site 1 to determine whether activities at the range may have adversely 
impacted the pond and therefore the Riverside fairy shrimp found in the pond. We have 
consulted with both US Fish and Wildlife Service as well as CA Fish and Game. Letters from 
the other two agencies should contain comments similar to the attached comments. 

We look forward to discussing this at the May 26 meeting and hope that fieldwork may 
commence shortly thereafter. Please call me if you have questions. 

Sincerely, 

1 '---' & " .,f~~rU/ lUi-' 
Nicole Moutou 
Project Manager 
Federal Facilities Cleanup Branch 

cc: Regina Donohoe, CA Fish and Game 
Judy Gibson, US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Sonce DeVries, EPA 
Tayseer Mahmoud, DTSC 
Marcia Rudolph, RAB Subcommittee Chair 
Bob Woodings, RAB Co-Chair 



: EPA Commenm on Draft NnN SamNing and AnN_is Plan
IRP Sire 1,EOD Pond

d_ed Much, 2004

1. Section 3, RationNe for _e Amendmen_ Page 3-2: R appea_ _at use of reposing limi_
for organics is acceptable, howeveq _e Navy should pro_de a table which shows th_ _e
repoaing fimimare comparaNe to seNment toxiNty benchmarks for benthic inve_ebr_es
(TNmage et N., 1999, MacDonNd et al, 2000, Lotufo et N. 2001).

2. Section 4.2, Decision Statement Page 4-1: Use of background as screening numbers for
metNs is accepmb_ only if background vNues do not exceed li_r_ure-derived tox_iff
reference vNues0_ MacDonN_ et N, 2000). R appea_ th_ most background numbers
would be promcfive, with the po_ible exception of Mercury and Cadmium. As
recommended in comment number 1, please provide a table wNch makes _e comparison
of background vNues to the appropri_e seNment inve_ebr_e toasty benchmarks.

3. Section 4.5, Decision Rule, Page 4-2 : Use of mean concen_afion is not an acceptaNe
way to screen for pomntiN risk. Maximum concenWationsshould be used.

4. Section 4.5, De_sion Rule, Page 4-2: EPA has concerns about the Noassays proposed for
to_ci_ _sting should the samples cN_ed exceed screening values. Howeve_ in the
intere_ of mo_ng forward and collecting information as soon as posNble, EPA sugges_
finNizing the approach for to_Nty resting a_er _e chemistry has been col_cmd and
ev_u_e& • • _

5. Sections 4.7 and 5, Study Design and Field Sampling Plan, Pages 4-7 and 5-1:
Comparison of bioassay resd_ _om the pond to _sul_ _om a reference site is _scussed
howe_er,.there is no fu_her _scus_on of where the reference si_ would be loca_d.
Prior to _nalization of toasty _sting deign, this re_rence si_ should be chosen.

6. Section 4.7, Study Design, Page 4.7: Please pro_de justification for sampling at a depth
of 5 _et as this may not be _e _ppropfi_e dep_ to obt_n ecolo_c_ly relevant
information. Con_der instead samOing at a dep_ of 15-45 cm.

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

EPA Comments on Draft Final Sampling and Analysis Plan 
IRP Site 1, EOD Pond 

dated March, 2004 

Section 3, Rationale for the Amendment, Page 3-2: It appears that use of reporting limits 
for organics is acceptable, however, the Navy should provide a table which shows that the 
reporting limits are comparable to sediment toxicity benchmarks for benthic invertebrates 
(Talmage et aI., 1999, MacDonald et aI, 2000, Lotufo et a1. 2001). 

Section 4.2, Decision Statement, Page 4-1: Use of background as screening numbers for 
metals is acceptable only if background values do not exceed literature-derived toxicity 
reference values(ie, MacDonald, et aI, 2000). It appears that most background numbers 
would be protective, with the possible exception of Mercury and Cadmium. As 
recommended in comment number 1, please provide a table which makes the comparison 
of background values to the appropriate sediment invertebrate toxicity benchmarks. 

Section 4.5, Decision Rule, Page 4-2 : Use of mean concentration is not an acceptable 
way to screen for potential risk. Maximum concentrations should be used. 

Section 4.5, Decision Rule, Page 4-2: EPA has concerns about the bioassays proposed for 
toxicity testing should the samples collected exceed screening values. However, in the 
interest of moving forward and collecting information as soon as possible, EPA suggests 
finalizing the approach for toxicity testing after the chemistry has been collected and 
evaluated .. 

Sections 4.7 and 5, Study Design and Field Sampling Plan, Pages 4-7 and 5-1: 
Comparison of bioassay results from the pond to results from a reference site is discussed 
however, there is no further discussion of where the reference site would be located. 
Prior to finalization of toxicity testing design, this reference site should be chosen. 

Section 4.7, Study Design, Page 4.7: Please provide justification for sampling at a depth 
of 5 feet as this may not be the appropriate depth to obtain ecologically relevant 
information. Consider instead sampling at a depth of 15-45 cm. 

~ . 


